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rs should content themselves with giving their de-
rision without adding the reasons by which they were in-
jluenced.1

Of the conduct of James it is difficult to speak with patience.
However impartial he may have believed himself to be, he in
reality acted as a mere partisan throughout the whole affair, and
Cor.ductof   it was never doubted that his influence contributed
james,         materially to the result.    Nothing could well have
been more prejudicial to the interests of justice than his med-
dling interference at every step, which did even more harm
than the appointment of the additional members.    Yet it may
reasonably be doubted whether he was conscious of doing any-
thing which bore even the semblance of an error.    He was
thrown almost entirely amongst men whose interests led them
to influence  him in one direction, and he probably looked
with complacency upon an act which, at all events, freed two
wretched persons from a life of misery.   That it was improper for
a Sovereign to meddle with the proceedings of a court once con-
stituted, was an idea which certainly never entered into his head.
There was one man who took part in these proceedings
whose character for truthfulness and honesty of purpose is of far
ami of         greater importance than that of James.    Before the
Amircwes.    commencement of the sittings of the Commission,
Andrewes  had pronounced an opinion unfavourable to the
divorce ; and yet, soon after he had taken his seat, he changed
his view of the case, and steadily adhered to the opinion of the
majority.    Suspicions could not fail to arise that he had given
way before the influence of the Court, and these suspicions de-
rived some importance from the fact that he made no use of
his intimate knowledge of the canon law, but, with rare excep-
tions, remained silent during the whole course of the proceed-
ings.    All that can be said is, that against such a man it is im-
possible to receive anything short of direct evidence, and that it is
better to suppose that he was, by some process of reasoning with
which we are unacquainted, satisfied with the evidence adduced,
though he must have felt that there was that in the conduct of

1 Chamberlain to Carleton, Oct. 14, 1613.    Court ami Timc^ i. 275.